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DETAILED ACTION 
Request for Continued Examination 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth In 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. the applicant's submission filed on 

1 1/09/2004 has been entered. An action on the RCE follows: 

2. It is noted that the applicant's election filed on 3/4/2002 without traverse of 
species II, as illustrated in figure 22 and species VII as illustrated in figure 27 that draw 
to claims 1 , 3. 5, 7, 9, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5, 1 7, 1 9, 21 , 23, 25, 27, 29, 49, 51 . 53, 55-74 
(previously present), and draw to claims 75-79, 84-91, 96-105 (newly added). 

However, the examiner does believe that new claims 80-83, 92-95, 106, 107 are 
not found in species II and species VII. 

Therefore, previous claims 31-48, and new claims 80-83, 92-95, 106, 107 are 
withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn 
to a non-elected species I, lll-VI, VIII-XV. 

3. This application contains claims 31-48. 80-83. 92-95. 106. 107 drawn to an 
invention nonelected without traverse filed on 3/4/2002. A complete reply to the final 
rejection must include cancellation of nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 
CFR 1.144) See MPEP§ 821.01. 
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Applicants elected species II and species VII draw to claims 1 , 3, 5, 7, 9, 1 1 , 13, 
15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 49, 51, 53. 55-74, and claims 75-79, 84-91, 96-105 are 
entered for examination. An action based on the previously election and RCE follows. 

Double Patenting 

4. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 
F.3d 1046. 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir 1993); In re Long!, 759 F.2d 887, 225 

USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937. 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 
1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438. 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970);and, In re Thorington, 
418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) may be 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double 
patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly 
owned with this application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1 . 1994. a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

5. Claims 1 . 3. 5, 7. 9, 1 1 , 1 3. 1 5, 1 7, 1 9. 21 , 23. 25, 27. 29, 49. 51 , 53, 55-74 are 
rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claims of U.S. Patent No. 6,753,854. Although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because it 
would have been obvious to combine the claimed limitation "time gradation" or "time 
ratio gray scale" and the claimed limitation "forming an image for one frame comprising 
2"""" subframe" (col. 34. lines 24-28 of claim 1) of the Koyama's '854 with Nakai et al 
and Sharp et al at the paragraphs 7-19 below. 

6. Claims 75-79, 84-91 , 96-105 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable overclaims of U.S. Patent 
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No. 6,5,90,581 in view of claims of U.S. Patent No. 6,753.854. Although the conflicting 
claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because it 
would have been obvious to combine the claimed limitations "a D/A converter circuit for 
converting said n-bit digital video data into analog video data, and for outputting said 
analog video data to said source driver" (col. 34, lines 5-7 of claim 1) of Koyama's '581 
and the claimed limitation "time gradation" or "time ratio gray scale" with the claimed 
limitation "forming an image for one frame comprising 2"^"" subframe" (col. 34, lines 24- 
28 of claim 1 ) of Koyama's '854. 

7. Claims 1 , 3, 5, 7, 9, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5, 1 7, 1 9, 21 , 23, 25, 27, 29. 49, 51 , 53, 55-74 are 
rejected under the iudiciallv created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as 
being unpatentable over claim 1 of Kovama (US 6,753,854) in view of Nakai et al 
(previously cited). 

8. As to claims 1 , 57, 58 , Koyama et al teach an active matrix liquid crystal display 
device TFT-LCD associated with a method, the device comprising: 

A gate driver, a source driver, an opposing substrate and electrode (claim 1), a 
gray-level control circuit (claim 1 ) controls m-bit input to a n-bit output, as satisfying the 
condition (m-n) bit as information for time ratio gray scale, and m>n (claim 1). Koyama 
et al further teach the display device performs voltage gradation display and time 
gradation display at the same time (claim 1). 

Koyama et al teach all of the claimed limitations except for "optically 
compensated mode (OCB mode). 
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However, Nakai et al teach an OCB mode liquid crystal may also use arbitrary, 
and any type to LCD (col. 16, line 65 through col. 17, line 9). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to replace Koyama's liquid crystal molecules with an OCB mode liquid 
crystal, in view of the teaching in the Nakai's reference, because this would improve the 
quality of the image being displayed, while saving power consumption (col. 13, lines 1-6 
of Nakai et al). 

9. As to claims 3. 5 . Koyama et al teach an active matrix liquid crystal display 
device TFT-LCD associated with a method, the device comprising: 

A gate driver, a source driver, an opposing substrate and electrode (claim 1), a 
gray-level control circuit (claim 1) controls m-bit input to a n-bit output, as satisfying the 
condition (m-n) bit as information for time ratio gray scale, and m>n (claim 1 ). Koyama 
et al further teach an image for one-frame is formed by displaying 2"^'" pieces of 
subframes by the n-bit digital data (claim 1). 

Koyama et al teach all of the claimed limitations except for "optically 
compensated mode (OCB mode). 

However, Nakai et al teach an OCB mode liquid crystal may also use arbitrary, 
and any type to LCD (col. 16, line 65 through col. 17, line 9). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to replace Koyama's liquid crystal molecules with an OCB mode liquid 
crystal, in view of the teaching in the Nakai's reference, because this would improve the 
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quality of the image being displayed, while saving power consumption (col. 13, lines 1-6 
of Nakai et al). 

10. As to claims 7, 9, 11 , 13, 15, 17, Koyama et al '854 teach the positive number m 
is 10 and 12 and the positive number n is 2 and 4 because m>n and (m and n are 
integer and even numbers, claim 1 ). 

11 . As to claims 59-61 , 63, 64, Koyama et al teach a TFT-LCD panel (201-1-4. fig. 3) 
which includes a liquid crystal cell Clc (claim 1) on the substrate coupling to an 
opposing common terminal (claim 1 ). 

12. As to claims 49, 65, Koyama et al teach electronic imaging applications include a 
laptop computer (claim 9). 

13. As to claims 69-74, Koyama et al teach the display device performs voltage 
gradation display and time gradation display at the same time (claim 1) that defined "a 
display gray scale level is obtained by totaling gray scale voltage levels in sub-frame 
terms of one frame and then averaging totaled gray scale voltage levels by said time 
ratio gray scale." 

14. Claims 55, 56. 62, 68, 72 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of Koyama et al 
(US 6753,854) in view of Sharp et al (US 6,049,367). 

15. As to claim 55 , Koyama et al '854 teach an active matrix liquid crystal display 
device TFT-LCD associated with a method, the device comprising: 

A gate driver, a source driver, an opposing substrate and electrode (claim 1), a 
gray-level control circuit (claim 1) controls m-bit input to a n-bit output, as satisfying the 
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condition (m-n) bit as information for time ratio gray scale, and m>n (claim 1). Koyama 
et al further teach the display device performs voltage gradation display and time 
gradation display at the same time (claim 1). 

Koyama et al '854 teach all of the claimed limitations except for "a pi-cell 
structure." 

However, Sharp et al teach a pi-cell structure (col. 30, line 40). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to replace Koyama's LCD molecules with the pi-cell structure, in view of 
the teaching in the Sharp's reference because this would provide reduced flicker, 
increase brightness as taught by Sharp et al (col. 27, lines 4-10). 

16. As to claim 56, Sharp et al teaches OCB mode (col. 30, line 36). 

1 7. As to claims 1 9, 21 , 23, 25, 27 and 29, Koyama et al '854 teach a rear projector 
and a front projector comprise three liquid crystal display devices (claims 3 and 4). 

18. As to claim 62, Koyama et al '854 teach a TFT-LCD panel (claim 1) which 
includes a liquid crystal cell Clc (claim 1) on the substrate coupling to an opposing 
common terminal (claim 1 ). 

19. As to claims 49, 51 , 53, 65-68, Koyama et al '854 teach electronic imaging 
applications include a laptop computer (claim 9). 

Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant argues features in the claims 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 23, 
25, 27. 29, 49, 51, 53, 55-74, 75-79, 84-91, 96-105 that are newly recited. Thus, new 
grounds of rejection have been used. See the rejection above. 
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Conclusion 

21 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin M. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7697. The examiner can normally be reached on MON-THU from 8:00-6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Patrick N. Edouard can be reached on 571-272-7603. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the Patent Application Information Retrieval system, see 
http.7/portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 
(toll-free). 

Kevin M. Nguyen 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2674 

KMN 

February 1st, 2005 

XIAOWU 
PRIMARY tXAMINEH 



